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1. Claims 1-4, 6-12, 16-21, and 24-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. 

Support has not been provided for the amendment to claim 1 specifying that the 
polyurethane material is low density, in that the specification fails to provide any suggestion that 
foams having the claimed apparent overall density range are "low-density". In fact, the 
disclosure at page 13, lines 4-8 of the specification indicates that foams having the claimed 
apparent overall density are "high density". 

Furthermore, contrary to applicants' arguments, neither support nor definition has been 
provided for specifying that the external mould release agent is "conventional". It is noted that 
applicants simply state at page 12, line 27 that "Any external mould release agent known in the 
art may be applied; . . .", and the position is taken that this statement provides neither suggestion 
nor guidance as to what can be considered to be "conventional". There is simply nothing on the 
record to indicate what release agents are "conventional" and what ones are not. 

Additionally, support has not been provided for the subject matter of claim 25. The 
examiner finds no disclosure that supports the language of claim 25. 

2. Claims 1-4, 6-12, 16-21, and 24-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 
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Firstly, the term, " low-density", renders claim 1 indefinite, because the language is 
relative and no definition has been provided to indicate what range of densities are encompassed 
by the language. As aforementioned, the disclosure at page 13 of the specification suggests that 
foams having the claimed apparent overall densities are, in fact, high density foams. 

Secondly, the language, "conventional", renders the claims indefinite, because it cannot 
be determined what release agents are "conventional" and what ones are not. There is no means 
whatsoever for determining how a "conventional" release agent is distinguished from a non- 
conventional release agent. 

Lastly, with respect to claim 27, it is unclear what constitutes an "excessive amount" or 
to what the excessive amount is relative. 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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4. Claims 1-4, 6-12, 16-21, and 24-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bleys ('226) or Eling et al. ('483), each in view of Payne et al. ('310) and 
Wesala ('607, as it pertains to new claim 24) . 

Bleys and Eling et al. disclose the production of resilient flexible polyurethane foams 
prepared from the reaction of water, 4,4'-diphenylmethane diisocyanate, and polyether polyols, 
having greater than 50% by weight oxyethylene groups, functionalities of 2-6, and equivalent 
weights that overlap those claimed by applicants. See abstracts. Furthermore, patentees disclose 
that prepolymer processes or one-shot processes may be employed and that the polyurethanes 
may be moulded. See column 3, lines 53+ within Bleys. See abstract and column 4, lines 61+ 
within Eling et al. Given the well-known use of one-shot and prepolymer processes in the 
production of polyurethane foams, the position is taken that these disclosures are adequate to 
satisfy claims 21, 26, and 27. 

5. Though the primary references are silent regarding applicants' claimed process of coating 
the mould with an external release agent and producing at least 10 mouldings prior to recoating 
the mould with the external release agent, the position is taken that, in the production of 
polyurethane foams, the coating of a mould with an external release agent to facilitate multiple 
removals of the foam from the mould without having to recoat the mould with the release agent 
was known at the time of invention. This position is supported by the teachings of Payne et al. 
Payne et al. disclose a method of moulding, wherein a mould release agent is applied to a mould 
and several releases are obtained before recoating of the mould is required. See abstract; column 
1, lines 46-52; column 4, lines 29-37; column 6, lines 6-10; and Examples. Furthermore, Payne 
et al. disclose at column 4, lines 16-18 that the solids content of the release agent can be 
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manipulated to increase the number of releases per coating. Accordingly, it would have been 
obvious to produce mouldings utilizing the disclosed foam composition of the primary references 
and to utilize external mould release agents, as taught by Payne et al, so as to obtain a more 
efficient method of moulding, wherein multiple releases are obtained without having to recoat 
the mould. Furthermore, one of ordinary skill in the art seeking to increase the number of 
releases per coating would have been motivated by the teachings of the reference to alter the 
solids content to achieve the desired result. With respect to claim 24, it is noted that Payne et al. 
teaches at column 3, lines 9+ that their mould release agent can be blended with other known 
prior art release agents, such as those set forth within U.S. Patent 4,491,607 (Wesala). It is 
further noted that Wesala establishes at column 1, lines 26-30 that waxes were known release 
agents. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to combine the mould release agent of Payne et 
al. with wax, so as to arrive at the invention of claim 24. 

6. Claims 1-4, 6-12, 16-21, 24, 25, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bleys et al. ('779) in view of Payne et al. ('310) and Wesala ('607, as it 
pertains to new claim 24). 

Bleys et al. disclose the production of resilient flexible polyurethane foams prepared from 
the reaction of water, 4,4'-diphenylmethane diisocyanate, and polyether polyols, having greater 
than 50% by weight oxyethylene groups, functionalities of 2-6, and equivalent weights that 
overlap those claimed by applicants. See abstracts. Furthermore, patentees disclose that 
prepolymer processes may be employed and that the polyurethanes may be moulded. See 
abstract; column 4, lines 1 1-45; and column 5, line 13 within Bleys et al. 
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7. Though the primary reference is silent regarding applicants' claimed process of coating 
the mould with an external release agent and producing at least 10 mouldings prior to recoating 
the mould with the external release agent, the position is taken that, in the production of 
polyurethane foams, the coating of a mould with an external release agent to facilitate multiple 
removals of the foam from the mould without having to recoat the mould with the release agent 
was known at the time of invention. This position is supported by the teachings of Payne et al. 
Payne et al. disclose a method of moulding, wherein a mould release agent is applied to a mould 
and several releases are obtained before recoating of the mould is required. See abstract; column 
1, lines 46-52; column 4, lines 29-37; column 6, lines 6-10; and Examples. Furthermore, Payne 
et al. disclose at column 4, lines 16-18 that the solids content of the release agent can be 
manipulated to increase the number of releases per coating. Accordingly, it would have been 
obvious to produce mouldings utilizing the disclosed foam composition of the primary reference 
and to utilize external mould release agents, as taught by Payne et al, so as to obtain a more 
efficient method of moulding, wherein multiple releases are obtained without having to recoat 
the mould. Furthermore, one of ordinary skill in the art seeking to increase the number of 
releases per coating would have been motivated by the teachings of the reference to alter the 
solids content to achieve the desired result. With respect to claim 24, it is noted that Payne et al. 
teaches at column 3, lines 9+ that their mould release agent can be blended with other known 
prior art release agents, such as those set forth within U.S. Patent 4,491,607 (Wesala). It is 
further noted that Wesala establishes at column 1, lines 26-30 that waxes were known release 
agents. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to combine the mould release agent of Payne et 
al. with wax, so as to arrive at the invention of claim 24. 
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8. Applicants have argued that Payne et al. teach away from the use of conventional 
external mould release agents. This argument is without merit. Firstly, the term, "conventional", 
as instantly claimed, has not been defined and consequently is considered to convey extremely 
little if any patentable weight to the claims. There is no means for determining what was 
conventional at the time of invention and there is nothing on the record to establish that the 
mould release agents of Payne et al. were not "conventional" at the time of invention. Secondly, 
as aforementioned, Payne et al. clearly allow for the additional use of other known prior art 
release agents at column 3, lines 9+, and it cannot be argued that these release agents were not 
conventional. Lastly, it is noted that applicants have clearly stated at page 12, line 27 of the 
specification that "Any external mould release agent known in the art may be applied; . . .", and 
the position is taken that the mould release agent of Payne et al. was clearly known in the art at 
the time of invention. 

9. Claims 1-4, 6-12, 16-21, 26 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bleys ('226) or Eling et al. ('483), each in view of Lopes et al. ('714). 

Bleys and Eling et al. disclose the production of resilient flexible polyurethane foams 
prepared from the reaction of water, 4,4'-diphenylmethane diisocyanate, and polyether polyols, 
having greater than 50% by weight oxyethylene groups, functionalities of 2-6, and equivalent 
weights that overlap those claimed by applicants. See abstracts. Furthermore, patentees disclose 
that prepolymer processes or one-shot processes may be employed and that the polyurethanes 
may be moulded. See column 3, lines 53+ within Bleys. See abstract and column 4, lines 61+ 
within Eling et al. Given the well-known use of one-shot and prepolymer processes in the 
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production of polyurethane foams, the position is taken that these disclosures are adequate to 
satisfy claims 21, 26, and 27. 

10. Though the primary references are silent regarding applicants' claimed process of coating 
the mould with an external release agent and producing at least 10 mouldings prior to recoating 
the mould with the external release agent, the position is taken that, in the production of 
polyurethane foams, the coating of a mould with an external release agent to facilitate multiple 
removals of the foam from the mould without having to recoat the mould with the release agent 
was known at the time of invention. This position is supported by the teachings of Lopes et al. 
Lopes et al. disclose a method of moulding polyurethane foam articles, wherein a mould release 
agent is applied to a mould and several releases are obtained before recoating of the mould is 
required. See abstract; column 1, lines 5-21; column 3, lines 30+; columns 4 and 5; column 6, 
lines 1-32 (especially line 32); and Examples. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to 
produce mouldings utilizing the disclosed foam composition of the primary references and to 
utilize external mould release agents, as taught by the secondary reference, so as to obtain a more 
efficient method of moulding, wherein multiple releases are obtained without having to recoat 
the mould. Given the teachings of the reference, applicants have failed to establish that their 
results are unexpected. 

11. Claims 1-4, 6-12, 16-21, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bleys et al. ('779) in view of Lopes et al. ('714). 

Bleys et al. disclose the production of resilient flexible polyurethane foams prepared from 
the reaction of water, 4,4'-diphenylmethane diisocyanate, and polyether polyols, having greater 
than 50% by weight oxyethylene groups, functionalities of 2-6, and equivalent weights that 
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overlap those claimed by applicants. See abstracts. Furthermore, patentees disclose that 
prepolymer processes may be employed and that the polyurethanes may be moulded. See 
abstract; column 4, lines 1 1-45; and column 5, line 13 within Bleys et al. 

12. Though the primary reference is silent regarding applicants' claimed process of coating 
the mould with an external release agent and producing at least 10 mouldings prior to recoating 
the mould with the external release agent, the position is taken that, in the production of 
polyurethane foams, the coating of a mould with an external release agent to facilitate multiple 
removals of the foam from the mould without having to recoat the mould with the release agent 
was known at the time of invention. This position is supported by the teachings of Lopes et al. 
Lopes et al. disclose a method of moulding polyurethane foam articles, wherein a mould release 
agent is applied to a mould and several releases are obtained before recoating of the mould is 
required. See abstract; column 1, lines 5-21; column 3, lines 30+; columns 4 and 5; column 6, 
lines 1-32 (especially line 32); and Examples. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to 
produce mouldings utilizing the disclosed foam composition of the primary reference and to 
utilize external mould release agents, as taught by the secondary reference, so as to obtain a more 
efficient method of moulding, wherein multiple releases are obtained without having to recoat 
the mould. Given the teachings of the reference, applicants have failed to establish that their 
results are unexpected. 

13. The examiner has considered applicants' response; however, the response is insufficient 
to overcome the prior art rejections. Applicants have argued that the instant invention does not 
have to be a specialized mould release agent, which is contrary to the teachings of Lopes et al. 

In response, applicants' amendments and arguments do not distinguish the instant invention from 
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Lopes et al. As with applicants' arguments directed at Payne, "conventional" has not been 
defined and there is no means for determining that the mould release agent of Lopes et al. was 
not "conventional" at the time of invention. It is noted that applicants have clearly stated at page 
12, line 27 of the specification that "Any external mould release agent known in the art may be 
applied; . . .", and the position is taken that the mould release agent of Lopes et al. was clearly 
known in the art at the time of invention. Applicants have additionally argued that Lopes et al. 
teach that "all components should be free of water", and, while applicants' point is not clear, it is 
supposed that applicants are suggesting that Lopes et al. teach away from the use of water as it is 
used in the instant invention. In response, applicants' argument is without merit. The passage 
pertaining to the exclusion of water pertains only to the mould release composition, before it is 
coated on the mould and cured; it does not pertain in any sense to the mouldable composition. 
14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to R. Sergent at telephone 
number (571) 272-1079. 

/Rabon Sergent/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1796 

R. Sergent 
August 1,2008 



